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*NOT ADMITTED IN PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. Stanley Laskowski

Acting Regional Administrator
Region III - EPA

841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphia, PA 19107

Re: C&D Site, Freeland, Pennsylvania
Dear Mr. Laskowski:

This will thank you for your letter of March 17, 1993. We
have also received a copy of your letter to Congressman Paul
Kanjorski dated January 5, 1993. This will respond for Foster
Township.

In your letter to Congressman Kanjorski, you defend EPA's
position with respect to the leach pit by reference to the Record
of Decision. 1In your letter to me, you state that EPA still has no
reason to believe that ground water was contaminated by site
activities, even after reviewing the results of the leach pit
sampling.

Since it has been confirmed to us that Mr. Michael Towle was
transferred out of the project in late January 1993, can you tell
us who is the hydrogeologist who wrote that portion of your March
17, 1993 letter relating to ground water?

As to the letter to Congressman Kanjorski, since the Record of
Decision did not include consideration of pollution of the ground
water via the leach pit, the reference therein to the Congressman
was obviously defective. Also, you do not have our data, although
we have repeatedly proposed a document exchange.

Neither of your letters reflects the determination by ATSDR
that ground water is contaminated, and that particularly high
levels were noted at and around the leach pit.

We had previously suggested to Mr. Erickson that it would be
appropriate to have an independent review e.g., by EPA's consultant
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NUS Corporationof the ground water contamination issue. You may be
aware that NUS Corporation found ground water to have been
. contaminated at a site which processed similar material, the MW
Site in Valley Township, Columbia County. AT&T is in the South
Carolina Supreme Court attempting to prevent disclosure of a 1990
study at Gaston, South Carolina. The NL site in Granite City,
Illinois RI found extensive contamination.

- EPA has still not established, nor investigated either the
nature of the material sent to the site nor the processes at the
site, to establish whether site processes generated arsenic and
selenium waste which were disposed into the leach pit along with
the lead.

None of the following facts appear in the RI or ROD. -

In fact, arsenic and selenium were sent to the site,
volatilized in the furnace, separated in the wash down, and
dispersed all over the site. Two workers testified under oath that
they burned arsenic lead at the site. AT&T has scrap metal
classifications showing that selenium rectifiers are included in
central office scrap, which was burned at the site. Arsenic was
known to be used as an additive in PVC cable, which was used by
ATE&T. :

Accordingly, arsenic was found in three DER samples in the
sediment pond in the hundreds and thousands of parts per million.
Thereafter, before testing, AT&T reworked the channel, burying the
sediment. Arsenic and selenium were found in elevated amounts
downwind of the site; these findings were characterized as
background in the RI. Arsenic and selenium contamination of
residential wells was occasionally observed in the testing.
However, the analysis was inappropriate to observe these
substances, since there was no attempt to maintain the samples in
a cool condition. Recent sampling by Princeton Professor Andrew
Bocarsly found arsenic and selenium at 100 parts per million in the
residential well water, based on maintaining the samples in a cool
condition.

The citizens still have elevated arsenic and selenium levels
in their bodies. As you may know, Dr. Elaine Panitz, M.D., a
Harvard trained medical doctor specializing in environmental and
occupational health, and world famous toxicologist Dr. Frederic
Reiders, have agreed that the residents around the site are
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suffering from arsenic and selenium poisoning, with major permanent
health damage, as a result of the site activities.

In November 1987, NUS Corporation informed EPA that the draft
work plan was completely inadequate to determine ground water
pollution and also that site workers should be interviewed. EPA
told NUS to rewrite its draft, because the consent decree was a
special case. It has continued to be a special case. We enclose
a copy of Bruce Smith's June 30, 1989 memo stating the inadequacies
of the RI in complete detail at that time. Nothing has changed,
except that Mike Towle became the project manager. While EPA has
ruled that he does not have a conflict of interest arising from his
father and grandfather being employed by AT&T, nor by
stockholdings, given all of the above, and the fact that no one
other than EPA is saying there is no evidence of ground water
contamination.

In regard to AT&T misrepresenting data. You may be aware that
AT&T deleted the leach pit from all documentation; you may be aware
that it was not a "storm water drainage system" as someone wrote
for you in your letter to Congressman Kanjorski: it was a process
waste water disposal system. You may not be aware that AT&T
withheld knowledge and plans of the leach pit from the public, and
we believe from EPA, until we discovered it in March 1991. But are
you aware that when AT&T purported to send you all of the documents
it had produced to me in the Summer of 1991, it did not tell you
the truth? It deleted the whole book of material specifications,
which it produced to me at the same time, as part of the same Bell
Labs production. Because the material was released to me under
confidentiality, I cannot provide it to EPA, but I have inspected
all the documents produced to you by AT&T at that time, and there
were no material specifications, let alone a whole book full.
(These material specifications did not include the specifications
for arsenic, selenium, selenium rectifiers, or arsenical lead).

Now that EPA has conceded that AT&T mischaracterized the June
1992 data, characterizing unusable data as non detects, I suggest
that EPA should review the RI where multiple examples of the same
tactic occur. This is particularly significant for selenium and
arsenic, which are the main substances of concern, and vere
unusable because of inadequate recovery. As Professor Bocarsly
found, heating the samples is the culprit, or at least a culprit.
This information was confirmed by laboratory specialist Deana
Crumbling and by Dr. Frederic Reiders, a world class toxicologist
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and laboratory director. Their reports are also enclosed.

' In short, at every step of the chain of investigation, AT&T
misrepresented, frustrated, and denied access to the relevant
information, and it is time that the Agency exposes the truth. We
urge you to get on top of this problem, and not allow yourself to
be caught in it. Mr. Laskowski, we appeal to you with the full
knowledge that Administrator Browner has declared that it is going
to be a new day in EPA. This case is a scandal waiting to break,
and we appeal to you to make a thorough review.

EPA's conscience should not allow it to sanction the
continuation of this exposure through the cover up of the facts.

Thank you for your anticipated cooperation. The opportunity-
to meet with you to present data and conclusions, together with an
independent expert on EPA's behalf, is respectfully requested.

Sincgrely,

Robert J'%. Sugarman

Special Counsel for

Foster Township
RJS:er

Enclosure
er-rhr93\lsk324.1tr
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SUBJECT: Results of Public Heetingﬁfor C&D Recycling ’;;:) //:7
PROM: Bruce P. Smith, Chief J},éLQZEéT—’ = -k — ¢
Hazardous Waste Enforcement Branch (3HEW10)

TO: , Gregg Crystall, Chief
PA CERCLA Remedial Enforcement Section (3HW1

2)

I put together the following action items as a result
_July 27, 1989 publi; meeting on C & D recycling. - -

l. 55 questions - several people expressed their dissatisfaction
with our response to their list of 55 questions. I asked them to
-mark the questions that they got satisfactory responses on and I
would ensure that adequate responses were given on the remaining
questions. I recommend that after you respond tq these remaining
questions you meet with Jane and Sharon to make sure they are
satisfied. .

2. Jane informed me that at a previcus_uae%iag—with_nazi_:hgx_ggs;
i here w high i¢ levels in the pond. Late
DER changed its mind and stated that the arsenic .
This is the first time I even heard ab - potentia
. cDona o s the one they spoke to. ou need

to follow up on this. Prepare a telecon based on your conversation
with DER and seqd a copy to Jane. - . -

water tested at the pressure tank and significant levels of Cd and
lead were discovered. Roy Smith has the results. She attributed
the lead problem to the plumbing but recommended that other
residents on 'her block be advised of potential Cd problems in their
drinking water - I agree, but see my recommendation in response to
issue 4.

3. Carol Lenahan who lives about 2 miles from the site had her:.

- ‘4, I am concerned with c¢onflicting information on lead and Cd
levels in the drinking water at the pressure tanks of several
rasidences. Significant levels of these pollutants appear in one
sampling run for some residences and then disappear in a subsequent
run. There seems to be confusion on our part and disagreement with
some residents about whether these significant levels are. at the
tap (a potential plumbing problem) or at the pressure tank. Also,
their is uncertainty whether EPA action is needed based on the

sampling results.

I would like you to get ocur drinking water program as well as
DER's drinking-water program involved in assessing the data and
formulating an opinion-on the risk and action needed. 1In order to
do this I recommend that you review the data and obtain a clear
picture as to what we're finding out there, and then convene 2a
meeting of water program personnel and ocur Superfund removal peocple

E 009103 | e
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and get their opinions. Please give me a written report and
recommendation resulting-from this meeting.

5. One citizen at the meeting mentioned that C & D had been ”

recovering or processing silver. Jane stated that there were
elevated levels of silver in her drinking water. Did we ever
analyze for silver in any of the monitoring or drinking water
wells? Do we know for a fact whether silver was processed at
c ~&~—~D? e e

6. The éngineer .that Jane hired stated that we had failed to .

analyze foy total dissolved solids, a basic testing procedure. -

7. Jane recommended that wipe samples be taken in the homes for
lead and that residents be informed of housekeeping procedures that
could be initiated to reduce lead levels in homes. I explained
that lead contamination in homes could also be attributed to paint
and burning of certain-fuels. Please check with Bill Steuteville

- sampli easibl . 80, please talk to ATsT

about doing this.

8. Jane recommended that we look at sites in other States where

. wire was recovered from AT&T Nassau. She mentioned one in South

Carolina. Jane suggested that the investigation at these sites was

further along and might give us additional information on the
pollutants that .are associated ‘with wire recovery operations. I

feel-this recommendation may be worthwhile to pursue. ~
- T

9. I received numerous complaints that EPA did not 1listen to
residents when they 1identified problems involving C & D's
operation. In addition to the silver recovery referenced above,
another resident informed me that we failed to follow up on buried

tanks onsite after he attempted to give the location. Another

resident told me that there was a battery recovery operation on
site that he previously identified to us. Did we follow up on this
- Donna didn‘t say. The residents told me: that they felt they had
a- wealth of information- about site operations . that EPA was
ignoring. Even i{if we did pursue some of these disclosures, we
never provided feed back to the residents concerning our f£indings.
I would like you to conduct some door-to—-door interviews with
residents either using our public affairs contractor or technical
people to- get information on site operations. Some type of
information bulletin should be preparsd, or a follow up mesting
conducted to discuss what disclosurss were made by citizens and
what we did about it. Donna may want to follow up some of these
disclosures with someone like Steutaville.

10. Jane asked whether we loocked at all the bills of laden
associated with this site and whether we had the complepe DER file
on this sits. Donna said nothing so you should confirm that we

have.this information. o
| E 0090k
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-}i*\ii. Sharon and Jane complained about the length of time it takes

to get sampling results (6 months).. They sited at least 2
examples. Donna stated that we had contractor problems in getting
the QA/QC work done. Six months is totally unacceptable to me -
we should bring this time down to 2-3 months and penalize the
contractor involved. _If there are future problems in meeting this
2-3 month timeframe for any of your sites, I recommend that you

elevate this problem to Pete or me. e e - e

- e emammaes e et nom

12. Sharon complained about not being able to get quality control
documentation. Donna told her that it would take.2 years... Sharon.
stated th§t if she could get-the complete data package -instead of
the summaries she has been getting from AT&T, and if she could get
EPA's data sooner than 6 months, she would not need the QA/QC.
documentation. AT&T agreed to give her the complete data package
in the future. L _ ’

13. Another resident complained that the construction of the
monitoring wells creatad a dam that resulted in considerable
ponding of water on his site. AT&T agreed to f£ix this. Please
make sure that they do.

14. The residents complained that they were given insufficient
notice of the public meeting. Hal stated that he provided notice
t2 the newspapers but that they had refused to run the notice. I
told Hal that we should have bought spacs. Jane and Sharon
provided Hal.with a list of media contacts and told him to advise.
them if any newspapers refused to print future notices.

As I informed you during our meeting, I want to be more
rasponsive to these citizens. I found their complaints tg be yalid
an cation failures. 4t part, the .
were not refuted by either Donna or Mike. I would like-you to
personally become more involved in this operation.

éc: Peter.Schaul-—- e P T I

Tom Voltaggio

+~ E 009105 :

ARSULBTS

rm L e s e e gy e v e = YRt A WEF LY w

LY




UR U S,

DITHE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA
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SHARONROHRBACH ecal. @ CA/NO.89-1268° "7 T Tt

R ' :

AT&T NASSAU METALS :
CORP,, et al. '

:  JURYTRIAL DEMANDFED
AFFIDAVIT QF ANDREW. BOCARSLY

Andrew Bocarsly being.duly sworn deposes and safs:

1. I Vam an Associate Professor of Chemistry at Princeton University, and have my
docter of philésophy in chemistry. I have expertise in inarganic and physical chemistry having
published in these areas over the past 18 years. I have research experience in the chemical '
interactions of metal selenides with water, and a general knowledge of the chemistry of
selenium and arsenic. [ also have previously considered the environmental impact of industrial
processes involving copper, and its known contaminates: selenium and arsenic,

2. Ihavemdthe affidavit of James Perazzo and regard it as representing an
ungqualified opinicon on chemistry. James Pemzzn presents no formal qualifications in the area
of chemistry, more mportandy his account m.dudes seva%.l chemical stacemems which are in
emror. While James Perazzo may be aqualified geologist , he is not a chemist.

. 3. Regaxdmg James Perazzo's statements concemmgmatena!s sent to the sire, and
myrepor: q Z-Perazzo affidavit) James Perazzo evidences no awareness of the affidavits or
deposition t&mmony of Ernest Richie or Joseph Buder, both of whom were employees with
first hand knowledge of the site. Mr. Perazzo also evidences no k.nowledge of the deposition -~

of Robert Edgerly,a tomoolcg:sc employed by Bell Laboratories, who was familiar with

selenium rectifiers and gallium arsenide ctnps
4. Mr. Perazzo apparently relies on his data base to eliminate the presence of

arsenic and selenjum at the site in amounts related to site acnivities. I have reviewed the reports

ExHIBIT -~
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and affidavits of Dr. Panitz, Dr. Richenderfer, Mr. Schewe, and Ms. Crumbling, As aa expert .
. ininorganic chemistry, based oo those  reparts, | 1 find it unrealistic to contend that selenium and

e es e e e Wm e et b s, - gy

arsemc are cnly present at background levels in the soﬂ and water

5.7 While I understand t.batmany of the sample results showed little o 0o arsenic
or selenium, that in itself is insufficient evidence that arsenic and selenium are not present. It
simply demanstrates that these elements were nct present in the samples being evaluared.
Since these materials are only expected to be present 2 relatively low levels, and since it is well
established that it is analytical difficult to detect both elements (especially seleniumy) , it is not
surprising that a large number of samples did not yield positive results.
6. I am familiar with testing methods used for the elements of interest. Iconcur
with the statements of Ms. Crumbling relating to the existing methods for testing for arsenic
and selenium under EPA rules, and that they do not represent the best available methodology. -
7. Of particular concern is the reporting of “ Nondetact® for selenium for samples
which werein fact “Undetect-biased low”. Mr. Perazzo has acceptad all these samples as .
indicative of the absence of selemium ahove the background level. In fact, these measurements
simply demonstrate that the analytical methadology emplcyed as so insensitive that authentic
i labommr;r samples cculd notbe re.hably quammed These e results are surpnsmg in thar either
ICP analysis or furnace A A should be ableto routinely detect down to the 0.5-1ppm level.
~ Using a well tuned machine we have been able to gbserve both selenium and axsemc (under
nopinterfering conditions) atthe 100ppb level using ICP. Thus, the actual labocatory
technique, along with instrument conditian etc, is called into question with regard to selenium
aaalysis. o S -
8. Ideally, the selenium analysis should be camried out using mass spectrascopic.
analysis or neutron activetion techniques, this type of instrumentation was apparendy not
available in the industrial laboratory employed. o
-9, M. Perazzo s criticism of our single point warer test which iﬁdimd the ‘
presence of arsenic in the Rock well (ses {6730 of Perazzo affidavit) is inapprepriate. The
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sample anaivs:s was uadertaken to evaluate whether or not the testresults previously reported

were rehable Ciw:ly they are not. “The stdywas nct meantto provide a scansucauy L
'acceptable concentration for arsenic (or selenium). As Mr. Pera.zzo md:cz:es r.tus teqmrs mcrm; )
samples and a standardized procedure. The conclusion to be drawn from my study is that daza
showing the absence of arsenicin the dnnkm.g wacer supply is highly suspect.

10. It should be further noted that :he tonditions under which the water sample was
obtained, transported, and supplied 1o me would (if anything) have lead to a lower |
concentration of arsenic and/or selem.um then was presentin the Rock well

11.  Inarguing thar a single data point (the Rock well water sample)is in valid, Mr.
Perazzo has convenieatly ignared all other data G.ncluding the data in the database he has
udilized) which indicates the presence of selenium and/oc arsenic at enviroamentaily
unaceeptable levels, Of paticular concem are the urine samples Dr. Panitz has obtained
showing high concentrations of arsenic and/or selenium in the Rocks, CenZars, Robrbachs,
and Obersts, as well as the vegetable gardeq samples showing unusually high arsenic

. conceatrations. .

- 12 Tovenfymyresul:s and Dr. Pamtzsdatz Ihaveresamp.ledthear& as
reported by Dr. Pamcz in her Octaber 30, 1992 repoct, and have J:'ECE.ﬂﬂy subjected those SRR
samples to analysis. Atall imes (from the point of water collection to the time of a.nalyszs) I

have maintained custody overthe samples. |
13.  These samples confirm the presence of extreriely elevared levels of selenfum in
the gmnn& water, The data fucther shows that unless samples are i}nmecﬁately sealed upon
collection and kept cold (40°F) that selenium is volatilized. This may account for the high level 3
of “Nondetects” previously reported. , l
14. | Based onthe foregoing, it is abvious that the sampling m.ethodology selected by
James Perazzo and his group, While conforming to EPA's standard methodology, are

compietely inadequate to evaluace the presence of arsenic and selenium at low, buttaxic Jevels.

* e et = e
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15. I have observed Mr. Perazzo's use of selenium and arsenic levels in coal, but ‘

ﬁnd them o be msd:rected smce We are acc dealing with ccaL Tha:e ismo ev:.dence thac there

Semme [EET IR T SIS e et e e . Tt et ke m ) e s

is any coal which affects the water in the plaioniiffs’ wells.

~16. - Ihavealso considered James Perazzo's argument that the low levels of arsenic -
and selenimq in ash (§ 20 and { 42) somehow support that arsenic and selenium have not been
derived from site activities. This argument is contrary to chemical fact, in that the arsenic and
selenium would be expected to volailize during the course of the furnace treatment, and'
therefore, would not be expected to be found in the ash. To the contrary, they would expect to
disperse in the air directly from the stack or open burning pit, or to be flushed off the hot
metals after burning, and be washed into the leach pit or other waste disposal system.
Therefore, being found in the Milt Hopper Pond (arsenic) immediately after the cessation of
buming activity is in accordance with my expectations, and also being found in somewhat
elevared levels in the leach pit as late as 1992, | |

17. It would not be likely that selenium and arsenic compounds would cantinue to

be found in the C&D site media at this late date, since, contrary to James Perazzo statement,
:hey would be expected to leach into the ground water at a much faster rate than lead or copper,
a.nd therefcre, the propomons as of 1992 would be vasdy different than the proportions as of
1985. Mr. Perazzo apparently ignores the fact that cationic metal ions will have a much
differeat ransport rate than anionic selenium an arsenic compounds. |

18.- I concur with Mr, Perazzo’s statements that biclogical (.e. plantand
microorganisms) interactions of inceganic selenium and arsenic produce organic caompounds
which are significantly more toxic than many of the inorganic salt forms, and thatthis .
Cepresents an exposure pa:hwafin the preseat case. However, in §25 James Perazzo '
contradices his statement in § 8 and 10. In §25, it is claimed that the acidic sail conditons
guarantes thar the salemium wﬂl be in a selenite farm, and that this form is inaccessible to
piaars. In § 10 it is stared “The inarganic forms of selenium such as selexnite and selenate as .

~well as arganic campounds of selenium can be absocved by plants.” In {8 it is co:re:zly staced

4 ARSULGTS



. that interconversion of selenate and selenite is “very slow”. Thus, scil pH will have very little

a . effect on the convemon of deposuad selenate to selemte ove: thetime penod of interest.

? : Therefore a.::y seléné:e (or SeOg) the more bxolog:czﬂy active form ;f selemum ox:;c.ie‘ ST T
" - produced by the C&D faditity would be available for biological inferacdons. .. .~ o0
.; Andrew B. Bocarsiy B o
Swarn to and subscribed before me this

i 26th day of February, 1993.

: NOTARY PUBLIC
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT .
. +ri-m—-..... FOR THE WIDDLE DISTRICT OF FENNSYLVANIA (b
SHARON ROHRBACH, et al. ': C.A. NO. 89~1268 \L

»as -

v. _(Judge McClure)

e

AT&T NASSAU METALS
COR®., at al.

se

oF E

Frederz.c Raiders being duly sworn, deposes and says:
1. I am a foransic toxicologist, and I have more than thirty
yéars experience and have testified in literally hundreds of cases,
relating to drawing inferences tor toxicological evaluation from
environmental data. .
2. I have read the reports of Elaine Panitz, X.D., FaACH,
FACD, Andraw Bocarsly, Ph.D., George Schewe, M3, and also I have

read the artidav:Lt of James Parnzzo, MS. .

3. Innmy opim.on, the case is absolutely clear that there is
off sita migration of arsenic and selenium from the C&D site, bassed
on meteorcslogy, the hydrogeclogy, and an analysmsis of the samples

thenmgelves. ’ .
4. As vthe Director of Haﬁicnal Madical Services, WA

T 7 & qualified research laboratory, I ap aware ot the limitations on

a.rsenic and selenium test:.ng accordj.ng to EPA pzotcco}.s. The

somw cans - > mm—. .- - . tsem v Car— - - - - - - me @ = e emwein s W ‘o mmeraman e

various laborato:ies around the country have beean aware of this
problemr, and have been awaiting action by BPA to upgrade its

protocols for arsenic and selenium. In short, neither the ICP nor '

- - EX B e
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I am familiar with the la.boratcg wark parformed by and

7.
and ‘ragard it =as .

under the direction of Professor Bcaarsly.

w -

".
7

SO E
WA T ARG

suzfic:iem: to create a basia for reasonahls analysis that there arp .
alavated levels of arsenic in tha- waterz 7 I h.avé also raviewed '
Prurassor Bocarsly's additional testing zéeleaaed an February 'zo,

vl.
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7

1993.“9!::).::.‘:: corrxoborate in full his earlia: rasults. . '.

The EPA QAQC pratocols are nc%:ely a way of cnsuring

8.
BY go mea.na d.id they either

unitoz:n:.ty from one lab to another.
e.nsur:u the quality ¢f the work that a lab has dcma, by the sanez

LY
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toxen, equally, do not represent an exclusive na;z‘zpo% for present:!.ng

A Q&Qc:" cur lab, like many others, does mt. usg Qc requixenents
ey except where necessary, because ihey'ﬁ J;;raly ‘represent cne
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S. whit) £ DER uses EPA QAQC pz-es'ent;tion dees not :i.x;dicata:‘ -

£hat DER's laborata;.-y wvork is not adequa{:a. I am taxiliar'with
. DER'S 1&555:‘5&;9..&523’:11{&2 éﬁifiéc;hmtal ax’:;]&l andconsider it - -
highly qualified. <Certainly it is as goed or better than mcst -
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: comn.ercial lahoratories, whatever raporting toz:mats they nay -
, utilize. i
: 0. ‘fhg QAQC contentiocns are in essenca a,réd herring in any
event, because as pointed out by Ms. Cz-u.ubling, ';( arsenic and

f
vﬁd&selanim nethodologies s‘:tﬁiaﬁsd'ﬂ:y EPA a%ffiadequate.
‘_11. I hava read the report of Ms. c:mnbling ra].ating o tha

quality of the reportsa produced in tha “data dase”, and concur that

most of the seslenium and arsenic rasults that ware analyzed are

(,ﬁ T, o-F Vimited reliabi /:7L7

12. Based on my review of the Perazzo .affidavit, and ny’
review of the reports ot Drs. Panitz , Gordon, Bexger, and
&1 uelaio ¢
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gsanic ind shlenium po sonj.ng induced 7’an:!.o:: And al um

-whic:h -have emanatad from_ activities at tha C&D =miktea.
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sSworn to and subscribed befora nme
this day of , 1953.

. . -
- -

NOTARY PU BLIC

p—

Mm\plu-tﬂ.m

ARS50L4683 .-

e ——— e s A A e



- Memo from: Deana M. ‘umb}mg,i Drexsl Univ. page 1
Re: Report #1: Data Package Analyses as of Oct 22, 1vs1, '
To: Mr. Robert Sugarman :
Date: Oct. 26, 1992 !
(Report #1: 8 pages total) :

References: PADER Laboratory Data Validation Functional Guidelines for
' Evaluating Inorganies Analyses - April 24, 1988 (hereaiter
referenced as DVG|(Data Validation Guidelines)
| .
|

T8°d 18623986 o oL HO3L-3oNIIOS0IE Woud  9T:pT | 266T-92-L20
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Compuchem Data Summer 1988 | o 9-
Raw Data not included -
No data validation package with |the data

data summary: water from MW-1 MW-2; MW-3: MW-4;: MW-5: MW-8: MW-8 ‘
samples run both befere and after filtering (F)

MWi...F MW2..F MW3..[F MW4._.F MWS..F MW6...F MW8...F
As 3218 5796 1825 71 .8U 16 .86U 82 13 10 55
Gr 50 s8U 11 8U 5U 8Ul sSU 8U 54 BU 60 BU 24 8U

Pb 40 2U 23 au 28 2U 89 2u 47 76 22 58 44 53
Se 22UE 2UN 1T1UE2UN 11UE1OUN 3 2UN 22U 10UN 22UE 10UN 11UE 2UN

Date 7/20 8110 7/29 8/10 7/29 8140 7/27 9H2 7/27 9112 7/29 8110 7/29 8/10
analyzed

Notes: CRDL As = 10 as per SQW 787 (prior to SOW 788 madifications)
- Cr=10 ! ‘
Se=5 '
unfiltered water samples from MW1, 2, 3, 4, 5§ & 8 were brown (contained
noticeable sediment). samTies from MW6 were clear. ' -

A second sample from MW6 ./
served as a field duplicats. | / ’

Results of MWS6 duplicate....F | / Results of field blank.....F
As 8.3 74 / 1.5U 0.86U
Cr 6.4 8u / 6.1 8y
Pb 15 2U / 50 - 27
Se 22UE 10UN| / 2u 2UN
Date 7129 &/1g ; / 7/27 9512

analyzed /

Becauss there was ng data package to examine and no independant data
validation, the quantitative reasdns for the E and N qualifiers are
unknown. It is possibie that the faxtent of E (interference) or N (matrix
spike recovery [MSS] out of range 75-125%) may justify rejection of the
data. .

DVG (p. 22): MSS recovery < 759%: data should be qualified as biased low if

- -. . Crm— »—-u-:v-':—wa R»SJD Ll» 6"8*5 Fff:ﬁf—’:".— R}



Compuchem Summer 1988 cont.

any analyte is detected (L),
If MSS recovery > 30% and

< 74% and no analyte detected, the data

shouid be qualitied as biased low (UL).
If MSS recovery < 30% anql no analyte detected, qualify data as

unusable (R = reject).
DVG (p. 23) post digestion spike

recovery must be between 85 and 115%.

Note on other metals: Hg is always qualified N (except for the 9/12 run).
It is unknown whether this would warrant rejection af the data.

No organic contaminants of any

significance were detected.

ARSCLOEBE




Compuchem Qctober 1988 4
Raw Data not included

Ingrganics data for water samples (pre and post filtered) for MW1, 3, 4,
5, 6 & 8. MW2 was not sampled--according to Rl report (p. 3-218),
MW2 became “non-productive”.

A field duplicate sample was taken from MWA4.

{Dupl.)

: MW1..F MW3..F MW4..F MW4...F MW5..F MW6E...F MWS...F
As 12 88U 17 86U 094 .86U| 34 86U 88U 88U 13 18 30 28
Cr sy su 8y sy sy 8yl 11 sy 8y 8 10 8 sy 8U
Pb 148N 2N 50SN  t9SN 118N 2UN 428N 2UN 648N 2UN 48N 58N 9.8SN 23N

analyzed l
* The same entry apﬁnas in every column .

The data package included an e:é,planation of the N qualifier for Pb and Se:

The matrix sample spike recovery for Pb was 40%. While the DVG allows
the use of such data, it is considered to be biased low: non-detects should
be qualitied as UL (undetected; biasad low); detected levels of analyte are
qualified as L (biased low). These qualifiers indicate that the resuits may
be higher than reported. !

The matrix sample spike recovery for Se was 0%. Since this recovery is
less than 30%, any non-detect rasults for Se are unusable, and should be
rejected. Due to matrix or procei:lure interference, the test method was
unable to detect any Se in the sample even when it had been added to the
sample In the laboratory prior u1 analysis. :

None of the other analytes wers|qualitied.

ARSOLGBT



MM ULIIENE WEpBHIIGL 900 | (v

Sulima water sample . e sample and one duplicate)
Entire raw data package mc!uded Reaults reported October 13, 1988,

Results
sample duplicate
As 14 0.86U
Cr 8U 8uU ‘
Pb 115 114.8
Se U 2U
DATA VALIDATION

Analysis of raw data package indicates that the Pb value is very reliable

MSS racovery = 82.8% %
PDS recovery = 89% for afiginal and 101% for 1:5 dilution

As value is reliable
MSS recovery = 92.5%
PDS recovery = 97% for dup 95%
run duplicate = 1.88 & 0.97| = ave of 1.44
field dup run duplicates = 1.12-& 0.59 = ave of 0.85

Se value is reliable [
MSS recovery = 83% ;
PDS recovery = 94% for dup 92%
run duplicate = 2.19 & 0.23 = ave of 1.21
field dup run duplicates = 1.26 & 1.07 = ave of 1.16
shows acceptable replication for measurements below
instrument detection|limit (IDL) of 2.0 ppb

€3°'}d IBSEYPees (218 HOZL 3ONTIOSOIE WoMd @E:PT  Z6e6T-92-L130

—— . - .
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Compuchem October 1. .0 | _ | 8

Uses SOW 788 (Major revision is that the CRDL for Pb is now 3 ug/L)

Characteristic Leachate Procedure); the lgachate was then analyzed
for 8 metals.
Complete raw data package + Chain of Custody record.
Case narrative and data cover 3 samples F-600; C-800; and Ash. These
were collected 7/31/90; and rec'd by the lab 8/1/90.

‘ Sail samples collected by MclLaren/Hart; subjected to TCLP (Toxicity

Chain of Custody records the coflectson and receipt of a fourth sampie,
designated D-500, at the same time as the other three. Other than
the COC record, there is nc mention anywhars of D-500 in the data
package nor an explanation of what happened to it.

EPA memo dated Oct. 24, 1980 (document #04584) and status report
(doc #001879-001881) meL-ntion the missing D-500.

| will focus'only on the Pb, As, and Se data.

F-600 :
Pb 58.6 ppb Result obtained by Msthod of Standard Additions (MSA)
' on 1:5 dilutioh. r =1.000 [Pb] = 11.71 x § = 58.55
. (There was good agreement with the ICP result: 64)
As 2U Result reliable. MSS racovery = 86.2% (range 75-125%)
PDS recovery|= 103.2% (range 85-115%)
analytical duplicates: 1.74 & 2.16 = ave of 1.94
Se 2UN Result unreliable.
MSS recovery|= 51.8% DVG p.22: Qualify as UL (biased
low).
PDS rec = 69.2% DVG p.24: Qualify as UL if PDS
recovery < 85%.

C-800
Pb 69,100 ppb Reported from ICP run (> 5X IDL of 28). Reliable
result. Repeat maiched; PDS ok .
Lab dup icate (C-800 D) = 70,500
MSA do e on Fumnacs run: result reported
incarrec ly on p. 48368 (wrong dilution factor

used should be X 4000) but since ICP result
i

|
!

LT Ry . - I Rl
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Ccmpuchem Oct 1980 cont. . 7

As 8.5

Se 2.0 UN

ASH
Pb 844,000 ppb

As 10U

Se 20 UN

_was reported, this was naot significant.

Reliable|result. Furnacse result = 5.80 with PDS

rec = 68l68% (acceptabls range: 85-115%); rasuit

was corrscted to 8.5 basaed on PDS rec.

Lab duplicate (C-800 D)=6.3 with PDS rec=102.5%

Leachats blanks = 0.5 w/ PDS rec = 105%
Unreliable. Biased low.

Resuit ={0.51 w/ PDS rec = 55.8%

C-800 Diresult = 0.7 w/ PDS rec =20%

C-800 Ol repeated w/ serial dilution: result = 0.12

w/ FfDS rec = 30%
Leachata blank 1 result = 0.568 w/ PDS rec = 51%
Leachatd blank 2 result = 0.21 w/ PDS rec = 85%

Reliable|result. ICP rasuit an X 5 dilution. On Form
| qualified w/ “E*-- Qualified in error due to
calculaﬂbn error on p. 48264 on serial dilution
(SDI res it X 5 X £ = 907,800 --good maich--NOT
SDI result x 5 x 25 = 4,539,000, which led to “E")
Repeat runs: 903,000 & 957,000 on ICP SDl's
Furnace|result = 1,050,000 on 1:50,000 dil'n.

F MSA gn 1:50,000 dil'n = 872,000 {r = 0.855 --
unacceptable; but irrelevant since ICP reporied)
Probably ok. initial Furnacs result = HIGH; but on
1:2 dil'n = 0.01 & 1.16. 1:5 dil'n = 0.49 & 1.66.
PDS rec = 108%

Leachata blank = 0.8 w/ PDS rec = 92%
Unraliah]ie.

Initial Furnace - HIGH; 1:2 « HIGH

1:5 dil'n = 0.86 & 0.07 w/ PDS rac = 0%

1:10 dil'n = 0.09 & 0.70 w/ PDS rec = 0%

. (Detectign limit = 2 X 10 dilution factor = 20)

There were 0% recoverisas on other samples in the
run.
Leachatd blank = 1.04 w/ PDS rec = 8%%

AR50L690
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' Gompuchem Oct. 1990 cont. | | 8

Note on these samples: :

it is assumed that these samples reflect metals deposited (and able
to be exiracted in the TCLP) from the incineration of cable. {f arsenic and
selenium are converted to vo!atile oxides during incineration, these
metals would be carried into the latmosphere. Their absence from ash
deposits would not be unexpectqui.

Note regarding Record of Decision:

On p. 13 (doc p. #334088), ‘Table 4, a 12/30 ash sampled and
subjected to TCLP is listed as a iresult of 458 ppm (458,000 ppb). This is
half the Oct. 1980 McLaren/Hart/Compuchem ash TCLP resuit. Did they |
resample ta get a lower value? db we have the data package for the 12/90
ash TCLP from which they got the 458 ppm value? Did they include the Oct.
1990 value anywhere in their reports?

‘ End of Oct. 22, 1992 report

Y. i 64
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Memo from: Deana M. Crumbling
Re: Report #2: Data Package And
To: Mr. Robert Sugarman

Date: October 30, 1992

(Report #2: 3 pages total)

Century Labs, Inc. Thorofare, NJ

page 1
lysis, Century Labs

for Fred Hart Ass., Pennsauken, NJ

Sample date 4/29/87 Sample delvery date 4/30/87

Sample report date 6/17/87
Package report date 6/23/87
11 soil samples (+ a field duplic

Notes: On the Form I's Pb result
However the narrative states the
appear 1o be the case since therd

ate); 2 water samples

are listed as done by Furnace AAS.
Pbs were done by the ICP, which does
is no Pb furnace data in the package.

Post-Digestion Spikes not done on ICP run (not required, but some labs do).

% TS = % solids (for dry weight

Result summary--soils--units =

Ealculation)

nig/kg dry weight = ppm dry weight

F.Dup

81 82 S$-3 S84 S-5/8S-5A S8 S-7 Bkgd UPST DNST
As 58 72 74 -56 64 54 22 14 32 288 228
Cr 15 26 16 17 18] 14 23 17 13 17 22
Pb 65100 9630 6680 6960 3870/ 3530 3170 - 2420 14 141 1180
Se 04U 04U 05U 05U 044 05U 05U 06U 05U 04U 0.7V
Mn 412 @616 577 668 530 - 577 4540 3830 491 3440 3330
% TS 89 84 77 77 83 83 66 61 as 7% 50

All above Se results qualified N

- matrix sample spike recovery out of

range. Only 18% recovery

as made on the matrix sample spike

- (using the relatively “clean] background sample; using a more
representative sample may|have given even less recovery). Since
this recovery Is less than 30%; all sample resuits (all undetects)
should be rejected as unusable (R). Although superfluous because of

the matrix sample spike,
range (S-1 and §-5A). The

o of the samples had PDS recovery out of
& were not repeated.

AR504692




: 2

All above Pb samples qualified "|(duplicate analysis out of range): Lab

duplicate using Bkgd sample (not corr. for % salids): 12 & 7.9 gives
40% Relative Percent Diffgrence. Guidelines require control limit of
+ 35% for soil for values > T;X CRDL. For < 5X CRDL, soil control limit

is + 2X CRDL. For Pb, CRDL = 5 ppb. Soil extraction gives X200
dilution factor, so the control limit is {5 X 200 X 2)/1000 = 2 ppm.
As a resuit, the duplicate rpsult is out of rangs (4 ppm) and the
qualitier would appear jusiified. However, | take issue with the
laboratory using the backgiound sample, with a low Pb level as the
lab duplicate sample. With|such small levels, aven a small variation
will put the relative percent difference out of range. This was

- aspecially a poor choice sifce the ICP dstection limit is given as

50 ppb on Form VIl. This tnanslates to a reading of 0.0500 on the
instrument printout. But thie printout for the lab duplicate analysis
was 0.0416, which is below the instrument detaction limit. There
are aiso no controls which|go down to that level since the lowest .
control is the “2X CRDL”, Qut it did not Include Pb (or else the ICP —
instrument was not able tg read that level (0.0100) since the prinout
read 0.0000 for the Pb on the X2 CRDL control. The lowest control
for Pb is an “ICS X10"--a 500 ppm level--which gave a reading of
0.4710 (94% racovary). Sinee the rest of the Pb levels are in the
hundred ppm range, one of these samples would have been much more
appropriate for a duplicate| sample.

The matrix sample spike was als¢ done on the Background sample, whlch

again | feel was inappropriate.

Two As resuits done by Method gf Standard Additions (S). In checking the

calculations, | obtained a rpsult of 14 ppm for the Upstream sample,
whereas the reported resulf was 28 ppm. Since a record of
calculations was not includgd in the package, perhaps the sample
extract had been diluted X2 for some reason and this accounts for
the discrepancy.

Manganaese (Mn) was qualified * que to 54% RPD. outside the 35% soil

contro! limit. Manganese rgsults should be considered estimated.

Other elements were qualified: aptimony, copper, and zinc. The zinc

results are unusable since|the matrix sample spike recovery was
-54% (yes, MINUS 54%). Antimony results are unusable since the
matrix SS rec was 0%. Cogper was qualified *, 71% RPD (35% limit).
Copper results would be qualified as estimated (J).
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Data summary--waier samples--

UPSTREAM DOWNSTREA
As 50U 50U
Cr 11 iou
PbF 127 iouU
Se 20U 20U
Mn 21 27

The Pb results was qualified * (29
Pb results were cbtained fr
upstream sample result wé

" of 80 ppb, as noted above,
range. The downstream sa
inappropriate. The result s

hnits = ug/L = ppb

M

8% RAPD, outside + 20% limits). These
om ICP, not furnace AAS. While the

is above the instrument detection limit
there are no appropriate controls for this
mple result for lead is totally

ould read “Lead P 50 U", which is in

violation of CRDL of 5 ppb.
There are serious problems with

Upstream, but it was appareéntly overicoked in the Se run, at least
there is no data for it in the run. On the Form V report, the recovery

he Se results. There was NO matrix
sample spike run. The sample used for other analytes was the

was initially reported as 70%N, but this was lined through and
initialled; but nothing was [hand-written in its place. Since the
required quality control was not done, the above Se result are

ynysable on that bagis. In
two samples were out of r.

dition, the .PDS recoveries for the above
ge (UPST = 70%, DNST = 80%) (limit = 85

to 115%), requiring that thdy would have been gualified as UL,
low,” had the QC been in place.
Obviously, the lack of proper QC was discovered (the lining out by
hand), but the Form I's wefe allowed to go uncorrected, with data

meaning: “undetected-bias

appearing to be perfectly

Cyanide and silver were also qualified as N. Cyanide MSS was 68% (range
lified UL. Silver had 626% MSS recovery

75-125%) and should be qu

ceptable.

(as reported on Form V), and silver results are unusable.

| seriously question the quality ¢

f the work produced by this laboratory.

e
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